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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 



Applicant thanks Examiner for his comments, but notes that only selected issues raised by 
Applicant in the previous^ response appear to have been considered in this Office Action. 

Examiner's attention'^is drawn to MPEP 707.07(0. where it is made clear that when a 
rejection is traversed by Applicant, Examiner is under a duty to "take note of the applicant's 
argument and respond to the substance of it". The absence of support for Examiner's 
position in the earlier Office Action was pointed out in detail by Applicant in the last 
response, so we are disappointed that Examiner has again failed to consider all of the 
arguments presented by Applicant, 

In relation to claim 1, there were effectively two arguments raised by Applicant as to why 
Sekendur was not relevant, being: 

1 . X- Y coordinates are not "functional attributes". 

2. The coded data in Sekendur is not related in any way to a "region". 

Examiner considered the first of these arguments but appears to have overlooked the highly 
relevant second arguments. Certainly, there is no explanation of why Examiner has rejected 
the claims in view of these additional arguments. Again, Examiner's attention is drawn to 
MPEP 707.07(f). If Examiner is unwilling to explain the reason for rejecting the claims in 
spite of these arguments. Applicant submits tiiat it is difficult to ascertain how to respond in 
a way that will advance prosecution of the present application. Applicant therefore 
respectfully requests that Examiner explain the reasons for rejecting this argument in the 
event it is maintained. If Examiner is unable to give adequate reasons for rejecting the 
argument, then it is submitted that the claim should be allowed. 

Notwithstanding these comments, in order to move prosecution of the present application 
forward, Applicant has amended claim 1 to incorporate the features of claim 3. Claim I 
now requires that at least some of the coded data include: 

(a) a region 

(b) upon which is disposed coded data 

(c) wherein at least some of the coded data includes BOTH: 

(i) data indicative of a functional attribute of the region; and 

(ii) data indicative of a location. 

Applicant submits that Examiner's comments about claim 3 are an incorrect reading of the 
claim and of the prior art. Claim 1 originally defined that the coded data was indicative of a 
functional attribute of the region in which the coded data was disposed. Claim 3 ADDED 
the feature that some of the coded data was also indicative of a location. It is quite clear 
from the broadest reasonable interpretation of the language used that the there must be two 
distinct types of data involved, one of which relates to a functional attribute of the region 
and the other of which is indicative of a location. The coded data in Sekendur is SOLELY 
indicative of a location, and as a matter of logic cannot also be indicative of something else 
(such as a functional attribute). 
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In relation to onginal claim 3. Examiner suggested that the "position related coding means" 

addS, f v""^""- >^ '«"i°ded of the prindpleS 

additional features must be considered as being distinct from the earlier intn)du«^ f«tu^ 

■ '""^ °' ' i'-n^ting pf the functional attriSeT^S 

^1 coordinates as being the 

fimcuonal attnbute" defined m claim 1. The additional feature of claim 1 (taken from 
onginal claim 3) defines that the coded data W includes data indicative of a^TcZn 

^nt^, p ■ for the location S 

^T"^ r *° Motional attribute and the lo^tion 

re^ rnl aJivf ! T'' TJ"^- ^ ^'^'^'^ P^^^'t invention. tTX 

ITZr^ ' ^^T' '"•'""^ ^^'^ interpretation of the language uS 

Ex^^ ' """^ "P^'^^'^y *° interpretation S!en^ 

Regarding claim 2, Examiner suggests that the "text field" in Sekendur is disclosed by the 

S ^ A ? " ^P""** ^^^''osure of a handwriting field in SekenS 

(a^Aough App .cant disa^ees that even this bxoad interpretation is correct). However, claim 
2 is not about the general use of fields (or hyperlinks, text boxes, etc). Claim 2 defines th^ 
veor specific requirement that ^thejumional attribute indicates at least one of the group » 
ft/SjTr/ a'I ^'^"""^ " ' ^ i"^'"ded as a form of d^ain 

^.^^ . ^t"""^- \ "^"^ «P»"^y d^fin^s only an x" 

coordinate system. TTiere is therefore, no, disclosure of the coded data including data tiiat 
indicates one of the Usted data types. mwumng oaia mat 

f 1 " subtle point, but it is quite plain that the broadest reasonable 
SSffll'?"", ' ^"^'^^ o°« of the listed group, 

dtwable. °' ""^^^ • ""^ "l^tionship. so it is submitted that claim 2 is 

Finally, despite Applicant's request. Examiner has STILL failed to draw a link between the 
J^fic features of a number of the dependent claims and Sekendur. In item 3 of the Office 
Action, Exammer only specifically refers to claims 15 to 20, and implicitly to claim 1 Z 

SSS^f 'I ^^PP'^T-'' T"'"''' ^"""^ acknowledges Applicant's demand that the 
individu^features of clamis 2 to 14 be addressed by Examiner, but still, even this late stage 
has refused to identify the specific features of many of these dependent daiiS. ^ 

Specificdiy, Examiner is requested to identify the location of the following imoortant 
cSs'SaTuci^Lt S.SS' ^""^"'^^^ *^ '-^^^^ 

sek.d^"ut:y;:sts;t?:sr 



- again, Sekendur is 
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It would be appreciated if Examiner would specifically identify, by column and line 
reference, which features in Sekradur are said to be equivalent to the features defined in 
clainis 4 and 7. If this is not done, it amounts to failing to provide details of the case against 
Applicant, which is a denial of natural justice (and a failure to fulfil the Exammer's duties 
set out in the MPEP>„ 

Claims 8 to 14 correspond to claims 1 to 7. Claim 8 has beai amended to align it with 
amended claim 1 and is patentable for the same reasons. 

Claims 9 to 20 related to system and apparatus claims. Claim 15 and 19 have been amended 
somewhat to align it with claim 1 . No new matter has been entered, and it is submitted that 
no new issues are raised for consideration by Examiner. 

For some reason, Examiner appears to have ignored Applicant's detailed comments and 
arguments m relation to most of claims 9 to 20. Again, Examiner is respectfully requested 
to respond to the detailed and highly relevant arguments lodged with Applicant's previous 
reply. 

It is also submitted that the issuance of a Final Office Action whilst even a prima facie case 
IS lacking against some of the claims is inappropriate, and that the finality of the present 
Office Action should therefore be withdrawn. 

Further consideration of the arguments in this reply, and of the many arguments presented in 
the last reply but not dealt with, is respectfully requested. 



Very respectfully, 
Applicant: 



PAULLAPSTUN R^CElVl^O 

OCf 2 7 2003 



KIA SILVERBROOK 



Oo: 



Email: 

Telephone: 

Facsimile: 



Silverbrook Research Pty Ltd 

393 Darling Street 

Bahnain NSW 2041, Australia 

kia.silverbrook@silverbrookresearch.com 
+612 9818 6633 
+61 2 9555 7762 



